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This paper analyses the concept of suc-
cess by exploring the views executives 
hold about their success. The concept is 
given the name "idealized success" to 
reflect the subjective or personalized 
definition of success, that is, success in 
relation to one's own goals and objec-
tives.   Responses of 310 executives from 
13 organizations encompassing textile, 
chemicals and fertilizers, and engineering 
industries have been analysed. Seven 
factors of idealized success, namely, Om-
nibus Success, "Own People" Success 
Archetype, Excellent Work Life, Comfort-
able Living, Leadership and Power, Job 
Prestige and Stability, and Patriotism and 
Altruism have been identified. The paper 
also presents the implications of this 
analysis for organizations. 
Parvinder Gupta is a member of the faculty 
in the Organizational Behaviour Area of the 
Indian Institute of Management, Ahmedabad. 
Background 
The issue of what makes people successful has been 
of interest to researchers and professionals for long. 
Factors such as social skill, interpersonal ease, luck, 
good connections, timing, positive self-esteem (Berglas, 
1986); drive, energy, and desire to do an outstanding 
job, set priorities and work accordingly (Stuart-Kotze 
and Roskin, 1983); and ability to handle people 
(Iacocca, 1984) have been considered important in the 
attainment of success. 
Sorcher (1985) contended that predicting success 
is an extraordinarily difficult task as it involves 
considerable ambiguity, the complexity of trying to 
match and balance an individual's behaviour, abilities, 
personal characteristics, experience, and accomplish-
ments with a different working environment, new 
roles, new tasks, and new interpersonal relationships. 
Many people or companies predict success from 
analytical ability. Others give importance to self-
confidence, tough-mindedness, willingness to work 
hard, and a sense of honour. Predicting success may 
be possible if one understands what one is trying to 
predict. The issue has become complex as the meaning 
of success itself has been changing from time to time. 
Three main strands of thought and feeling out 
of a number of competing versions of the ideal of 
success have been found by Cawelti (1965). The 
emphasis of the first strand was on va lues of piety, 
frugality, and diligence. It was the conservative tra-
dition of middle-class protestant ethic that did not give 
importance to competition. The definition of success 
of the second tradition of thought was purely eco-
nomic. It became dominant toward the end of the 19th 
century. With the rise of industry, possession and 
control of wealth had become more desirable goals. 
The second strand stressed qualities such as initiative, 
aggressiveness, and forcefulness whereas the protes-
tant tradition stressed the self-disciplinary and reli-
gious virtues. The third strand defined success in 
terms of individual fulfillment and social progress 
rather than in terms of wealth and status. The 
emphasis was on personality development which 
meant acquisition of those qualities which would make 
the individual an effective participant in the struggle  
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for success. Personal magnetism, a quality which was 
thought to enable an individual to influence others, 
became one of the keys to success. The difference 
between true and false success was also pointed out 
by the third strand of thought. True success was made 
out to be moral and religious as well as material. Mere 
material achievement was not considered to be true 
success. 
Berglas (1986) argued that evaluating a person 
or an event as "successful" indicates that the person 
or event has more of a desired attribute than persons 
or events in its class. The ranking that leads to the 
experience of success simply means that he/she has 
outperformed or ranked higher in measurable terms 
than anyone else in the relevant comparison groups. 
One can be considered successful if he/she is the best 
student in his/her grade, in his/her school, in his/ 
her state, or in his/her field, be it medicine or medieval 
history (Berglas, 1986, p 127). The success of an 
individual till recently has generally been determined 
by the societal yardstick. This essentially means that 
success of an individual is evaluated from the view-
point of some agent or agency other than the indi-
vidual in question. Most frequently, success of an 
individual has been evaluated in terms of money and 
status. Some externally observable and measurable 
criteria, such as salary relative to age (Ansari, 
Baumgartel and Sullivan, 1982; England and Lee, 1974; 
Ryan, Watson and Williams, 1981; Watson and Williams, 
1977), promotion rate, salary history, and ratings and 
ranking of one's effectiveness (Dunnette, 1967) have 
also been used to measure executive success. 
Since success implies a comparison, it may be 
perfectly fine to consider someone as successful who 
has more of a "desired" attribute. However, 'what' 
attributes are desired to be successful or the criteria 
of success are largely determined by the societal norms 
or the significant others. The success of an executive 
in the organization has mostly been determined in 
terms of external criteria, such as money, status, 
number of promotions, etc.. There may be a possibility 
that an individual who is treated or perceived as 
successful by others may not consider himself or 
herself to be a success or vice versa. What this implies 
is that success has different meanings to different 
people. As argued by Uris (1969), "while we seek 
'success' as an abstraction, achieving it is a highly 
specific matter. Success for one person may mean 
becoming president of the company in which he/she 
is now working. For another, it may mean leaving that 
company and starting his/her own enterprise. For a 
third, it may mean giving up a dead-end career in 
one line of work or profession and starting afresh in 
another field with much more potential" (p 12). 
This paper aims at exploring the views executives 
hold about their success from their own perspective. 
It is conjectured that diverse people would possess 
varied notions about what success is, the attainment 
of which would give them the feeling of having 
become successful in their own eyes, from their own 
perspective, and by their own yardstick. The concept 
is given the name "idealized success" to reflect the 
personalized definition of success, that is, success in 
relation to one's own goals and objectives. Some 
organizationally relevant constructs, namely, work 
ethic, quality concern, and personal effectiveness were 
included in the study for the purpose of validation 
of the concept of idealized success. 
Method 
Measure 
The idealized success questionnaire consisted of 59 
items. It purported to measure the concept of success 
in both job and off-the-job contexts. Many items were 
developed by Kaur (1992). Apart from these, the items 
used in this questionnaire were .based on the writings 
of Maslow (1970), McClelland (1975), Sinha (1980), and 
Warr, Cook and Wall (1979). 
Work ethic was measured through eight items 
adapted from Blood (1969). Quality concern question-
naire consisted of 15 items. These items were based 
on the objectives that can be accomplished in quality 
circle programmes as enumerated by Ingle (1985). 
Personal effectiveness questionnaire consisted of eight 
items. All the items of personal effectiveness question-
naire were freshly developed except for one item, 
"coping with unexpected problems" that was adapted 
from Sutton and Ford (1982). The data used in this 
study were collected as a part of a larger study (Kaur, 
1992) that had included several other measures as well. 
Sample  
Data were collected from 310 executives of 13 organi-
zations. These organizations were located in north 
India and south-west India. Six organizations be-
longed to the public sector and seven to the private 
sector. The respondents in each organization belonged 
to three hierarchical levels: low, middle, and high. 
Procedure 
To study the construct of idealized success, the 
respondents were asked to indicate the extent to which 
they would like to attain certain things in order to 
consider themselves as the most successful people 
according to their own personalized definition of  
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success. The responses were obtained on a five-point 
scale. The same procedure was used for obtaining 
responses on other variables in the study as well.  
A pilot run of the questionnaire was made on 
50 respondents. While preparing the final question-
naire, special attention was given to the clarity of 
meaning contained in the item, and the content 
validity. 
Results 
It may be recalled that the focus of the present work 
was on exploring the underlying dimensions behind 
the generic term success as it existed in the minds 
of contemporary executives and as reflected in their 
response data. In line with the standard analytical 
approach in behavioural sciences for such purposes, 
the data were subjected to factor analysis (principal 
factoring with iterations and oblique rotation) to 
identify the underlying dimensions of idealized suc-
cess questionnaire. The statistical stands taken in the 
study for using factor analytic results were as follows: 
(a) extraction of factors was stopped after eigen value 
dropped below unity, (b) belongingness of items to 
specific factors was kept non-overlapping in the sense 
that no item was included in more than one factor, 
(c) only those items were retained in a particular factor 
which had a loading of equal to or more than 0.50 
on that factor but did not have a cross-loading of equal 
to or more than 0.30 on any other factor simultane-
ously, (d) single item factors, that is, a factor which 
had only one item left in it that had a loading of equal 
to or more than 0.50, either by itself or as a result 
of adherence to the stand mentioned in clause 'c' 
above, were not retained because they are known to 
be notoriously unreliable. The factor analysis resulted 
in 13 significant factors. However, owing to the above 
mentioned stands taken in the study, only seven factors 
were retained (Table 1). The factor loadings, item 
contents, and the constructs from which respective 
factors had been extracted were kept in view while 
naming the factors. 
The first factor explaining 50.60 per cent variance 
was labelled as Omnibus Success (OS). This factor 
represented the extent to which executives would like 
to attain excellent physical health, high education, 
accomplishment of self-determined goals, and excel-
lent family life. 
The second factor contributed 11.30 per cent 
variance, and was called "Own People" Success 
Archetype (OPSA). This factor was reflective of the 
executives' desire to have obedient subordinates to do 
even their non-professional personal jobs, to have lot 
of their "own" people around, and to do some good 
to their "own" people.  
The third factor, termed as Excellent Work Life 
(EWL), consisted of items representing a desire to have 
very high recognition from work, excellent boss, 
excellent physical work conditions, and a number of 
promotions in job. This factor explained 8.50 per cent 
variance. 
The fourth factor explaining 5.80 per cent variance 
was labelled as Comfortable Living (CL). This factor 
represented the extent to which a grand house or a 
flat to live in the best locality, and attainment of the 
highest standards of living were considered important 
by the executives. 
The fifth factor — Leadership and Power (LP) — 
explained 4.80 per cent variance. This factor was 
reflective of the executives' desire to emerge as leaders 
of certain class of people on job, and to get the things 
done the way they want them to be done.  
The sixth factor explaining 3.40 per cent variance 
consisted of items representing employment in highly 
prestigious company; permanent, stable job; and a 
prestigious job. This factor was termed as Job Prestige 
and Stability QPS). 
The seventh factor — Patriotism and Altruism 
(PA) — represented the extent to which executives 
would like to have the opportunity to contribute to 
the progress of their country, to help needy people, 
to help people in their growth, advancement and 
independence, and to do work for social welfare. This 
factor explained 3.0 per cent variance. In total, 59 items 
originally constituted the idealized success question-
naire. However, the pattern matrix is being provided 
just for the classified items (Exhibit 1). 
Work ethic questionnaire yielded one significant 
factor upon factor analysis. This factor was labelled 
as Work Ethic (WE). Quality concern questionnaire 
yielded three significant factors. These factors were 
termed as Quality through Team Building (QTB), 
Quality through Self and Mutual Development 
(QSMD), and Quality through Productivity Manage-
ment (QPM). Personal effectiveness questionnaire 
yielded three significant factors upon factor analysis. 
These factors were labelled as Innovation (I), Effective 
Communication and Dealing (ECD), and Job Perform-
ance (JP). (More details on the variables or factors may 
be had from the author on request.) 
The person product moment correlations among 
the idealized success dimensions as well as correla -
tions of idealized success dimensions with the dimen- 
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sions of other variables included in the study were 
calculated (Exhibit 2). Exhibit 2 shows that "Own 
People" Success Archetype had insignificant relation-
ships with Omnibus Success and Excellent Work Life. 
Apart from these, all other idealized success dimen-
sions had positive relationships wit h one another. 
Work Ethic had significant positive relationships with 
all idealized success definitions except for "Own 
People" Success Archetype. Further, all 'the dimensions 
of quality concern and personal effectiveness had 
significant positive relationships with most of the 
idealized success dimensions (Exhibit 2). The 
Cronbach's (1951) "standardized" alpha coefficients 
(Exhibit 2), means, and standard deviations for each 
of the idealized success dimensions were also com-
puted (Exhibit 3). 
In order to see the mean' differences among 
idealized success dimensions, a one way (within-
group type) analysis of variance (Exhibit 3) was 
calculated for seven means corresponding to seven 
idealized success dimensions, which turned out to be 
significant (F(61854) = 978.77, p < 0.01). 
Discussion 
The present study was undertaken with the objective 
of exploring the possibility of getting people who 
would have their own perspective of looking at things 
in order to decide what it meant to be successful in 
their own eyes. The concept was given the name 
idealized success to reflect the "goal," the attainment 
of which would give the individual a feeling of having 
attained success according to his or her very own 
personal viewpoint. The construct of idealized success 
yielded seven dimensions upon factor analysis. These 
were identified as Omnibus Success, "Own People" 
Success Archetype, Excellent Work Life, Comfortable 
Living, Leadership and Power, Job Prestige and Sta-
bility, and Patriotism and Altruism.  
Omnibus Success was a kind of general factor. 
People defining success in this term would like to have 
most of the desirable things that one can ask for in 
lif.', such as excellent physical health, high education, 
accomplishment of self-determined goals, and excel-
lent family life. "Own People" Success Archetype was 
reflective of a concern for and desire to have "own" 
people around. People from one's own caste, geo-
graphical region, religious affiliation, or those who 
speak the same language, etc. were referred to as 
"own" people. In a broader sense, "own" people 
concern may be taken to be a concern for anyone who 
is considered to be psychologically "close or own." 
Excellent Work Life represented the extent to which 
executives would like to have recognition, promotions, 
excellent boss, and physical work conditions. Com-
fortable Living represented success in off-the-job 
context. People defining success in this term would 
like to have a great place to live in and attainment 
of the highest standards of living. Leadership and 
Power represented the executives' desire to emerge 
as leaders on the job, and to influence others in getting 
things done the way they want them to be done. Job 
Prestige and Stability reflected the executives' desire 
to have permanent, stable, and prestigious job in 
highly prestigious companies. The last factor, Patrio-
tism and Altruism, represented the extent to which 
the executives would like to have an opportunity to 
contribute to the progress of their country, to help 
needy people in their growth, advancement, and 
independence, and to do social welfare. 
Three factors, namely, Omnibus Success, Comfort-
able Living, and Patriotism and Altruism were reflec-
tive of off-the-job concerns. Rest of the factors, namely 
"Own People" Success Archetype, Excellent Work Life, 
Leadership and Power, and Job Prestige and Stability 
were reflective of on-the-job interests or concerns of 
the executives. 
Omnibus Success had high magnitudes of corre-
lation with all the dimensions of idealized success 
except for "Own People" Success Archetype. Further, 
"Own People" Success Archetype had insignificant 
relationships with Omnibus Success and Excellent 
Work Life. Apart from these, all other idealized success 
dimensions had positive relationships with one an-
other (Exhibit 2). This indicated that although the data 
yielded seven distinct dimensions of success, there 
could be some overlap between these dimensions in 
the cognitive map of the construct of success in the 
minds of respondents. In other words, some overlap 
in people's definitions of success may be expected. 
The pattern of hierarchical preferences for ideal-
ized success definitions was deciphered using a 
within-group type analysis of variance (Exhibit 3) 
calculated for seven means corresponding to the seven 
idealized success definitions. The seven means could 
be arranged in the order (from higher to lower) of 
Omnibus Success, Excellent Work Life, Patriotism and 
Altruism, Job Prestige and Stability, Comfortable Living, 
Leadership and Power, and "Own People" Success 
Archetype. An internal means comparison by the 
Newman Keuls test (cited in Winer, 1962) showed that 
the means of Excellent Work Life and Patriotism and 
Altruism were not significantly different from one 
another. Apart from these, each mean was significantly 
different from the hierarchically immediately upper 
one. The above mentioned order could be thought of 
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as representing a hierarchy of preferences for idealized 
success definitions. The hierarchy, in descending order, 
was as follows: Omnibus Success, Excellent Work Life, 
Patriotism and Altruism (Excellent Work Life and 
Patriotism and Altruism could be considered as be-
longing to the second step only as their means were 
not significantly different from one another), Job 
Prestige and Stability, Comfortable Living, Leadership 
and Power, and "Own People" Success Archetype. 
These definitions could be arranged in a six-step 
hierarchy as in Figure 1.  
The hierarchy made it apparent that Omnibus 
Success was the most preferred definition of success 
among the executives. Among the items that consti-
tuted this factor, accomplishment of self-determined 
goals had the highest factor loading on Omnibus 
Success, and therefore, this factor could be considered 
as more representative of free-will to pursue whatever 
was subjectively decided. The "Own People" Success 
Archetype ranked lowest. It may be interesting to note 
that although Indian culture has been known since 
long for its general emphasis on treating friends and 
relatives as part of one's "own," and joint family 
system has been a long-standing institution, "Own 
People" Success Archetype ranked lowest and Om-
nibus Success ranked highest. The findings indicate 
that there is perhaps an emerging trend to discard 
older concern for "own" people, and to have prefe-
rence for things that matter more in a materialistic 
world than "own people." 
On the whole, the results of the study indicated 
that people were found to be defining their success 
in various ways. This led to a related question: what 
could be its implications? 
Step-wise multiple  regression analyses  (MRA) 
were performed using all idealized success dimen-
sions in the predictor set, and dimensions of work 
ethic, quality concern, and personal effectiveness as 
the criterion (Exhibits 4 - 10). Considering the expen-
sive nature of suc h addition of variables, it was 
decided to drop such variables that add less than one 
per cent of variance to the equation. Hence, short-
listed regression equation is being reported in all the 
MRA results. 
Work ethic has been considered in the literature 
as highly desirable. Work ethic means an ideology of 
work stressing diligence, punctuality, deferment of 
gratification, and primacy of work domain. Work ethic, 
in the form of belief that work striving can bring 
success, had received wide validation during the rise 
of the US to world economy (Rose, 1985). An MRA 
was performed in which work ethic was the criterion 
and all idealized success dimensions were the pre-
dictors. The results (Exhibit 4) showed that a short-
listed regression equation consisting of four predictors 
explained 18 per cent (Adjusted R2 = 0.17) of variance. 
Results based on these four variables showed that 
overall regression (F(4305) = 16.75, p < .01) was signifi-
cant. All these variables except for "Own People" 
Success Archetype were positive predictors of work 
ethic. Out of positive predictors, the variables could 
be interpreted as having their respective strength of 
association in the following order: Omnibus Success, 
Patriotism and Altruism, and Comfortable Living. 
Findings based on the analysis suggest that people 
defining their success in terms of Omnibus Success, 
Patriotism and Altruism, and Comfortable Living are 
likely to have high work ethic. "Own People" Success 
Archetype was the negative predictor which meant 
that the magnitude of this variable should be relatively 
low in order to have higher work ethic.  
Figure 1: Hierarchical Preferences for Idealized Success Dimensions among Executives 
Omnibus Success 
Excellent Work Life 
Patriotism and Altruism 
Job Prestige and Stability Comfortable 
Living Leadership and Power 
"Own People" 
Success Archetype 
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Objectives that a quality circle programme seeks 
to achieve were included in the study under the label 
quality concern. The results of MRA (Exhibits 5-7) 
in which quality concern dimensions were the criterion 
and all idealized success dimensions were the pre-
dictors revealed interesting findings. Patriotism and 
Altruism and Leadership and Power were found to 
be positive predictors of Quality through Team Build-
ing (Exhibt 5). "Own People" Success Archetype was 
found to be the negative predictor, and Leadership 
and Power, Patriotism and Altruism, and Excellent 
Work Life were found to be the positive predictors 
of Quality through Self and Mutual Development 
(Exhibit 6). Interestingly, here again, "Own People" 
Success Archetype was the negative predictor. The 
results of MRA (Exhibit 7) in which Quality through 
Productivity Management (QPM) was the criterion 
and all idealized success dimensions were the pre-
dictors showed that Patriotism and Altruism and 
Omnibus Success were the positive predictors of QPM. 
Organizations might achieve quality circle objectives 
by recruiting, retaining, and promoting people high 
on the relevant idealized success dimensions. 
The relationships of idealized success dimensions 
with factors of personal effectiveness were examined. 
The results of MRA (Exhibit 8) in which Innovation 
was the criterion and all idealized success dimensions 
were the predictors showed that Leadership and 
Power was the positive predictor of Innovation. The 
results of MRA suggest that people defining their 
success in terms of Leadership and Power are likely 
to be high on Innovation. Innovation has generally 
been conceptualized as the process of applying a new 
idea to create a new process or product (Galbraith, 
1982). It implies that people defining their success in 
terms of Leadership and Power are likely to be better 
implementors of creative ideas. Excellent Work Life 
and Patriotism and Altruism were found to be positive 
predictors of Effective Communication and Dealing 
(Exhibit 9). The organizations requiring premium on 
innovation or effective communication and dealing 
might get benefited by recruiting, retaining, and 
promoting executives high on the relevant idealized 
success dimensions. The results of MRA (Exhibit 10) 
in which Job Performance was the criterion and all 
idealized success dimensions were the predictors 
showed that Excellent Work Life and Patriotism and 
Altruism were the positive predictors of Job Perform-
ance. Performance on the job is something that is 
desired by every organization. Organizations might 
ensure good job performance of their employees by 
recruiting and retaining people who define their 
success in terms of Excellent Work Life and Patriotism 
and Altruism.  
Concluding Remarks  
The literature on executive success suggests that 
success is something that is desirable both for indi-
viduals as well as organizations. It implies that 
attainment of success is important. Success of an 
individual till recently has mostly been evaluated in 
terms of his or her material achievements. A departure 
was made in the present study in which individual 
free will and subjective reality were accorded su-
premacy over the so-called objective success, that is , 
success as perceived by others. The results of the 
present study indicate that people define their success 
in various ways, and therefore, there could be another 
kind of conceptualization of success. The concept was 
given the name of idealized success. Idealized success 
was found to be a multi-dimensional construct. Seven 
shades of idealized success could be identified. An 
attempt was also made to explore the pattern of 
preferences regarding idealized success definitions. 
Thus, the study not only identified the construct and 
dimensions of idealized success, but also what the 
executives wanted to have most on an average, i.e., 
what was the most preferred definition of success 
among executives. 
While more efforts would be required to estab-
lish generalizations, nonetheless, the nature of rela -
tionships found in the study between idealized success 
dimensions and some of the organizationally relevant 
variables indicates the significance of knowing the 
ways in which people define their success. There is 
a considerable body of knowledge that points to the 
fact that "attainment" of what people want to attain 
has important ramifications toward organizational 
dynamics. By knowing what people want to attain, 
suitable motivational plans and reinforcement contin-
gencies could be designed. Hence, organizations could 
do better by designing reward contingencies keeping 
in view the dimensions of idealized success. 
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Exhibit 1 : Factor Pattern of Idealized Success Questionnaire  
 
Item 
No.  1  2  3  4"  5"  
Factors and 
6"           7"  
Loading 
        8"  9"  10"  11"  12"  13" 
01.  .57  -.11  -.02  -.13  .08  -.03  -.09  -.19  .04  .17  .06  -.04  -.05 
02.  .50  -.09  .06  .01  -.01  -.19  -.07  -.01  .08  -.13  .01  .07  -.15 
03.  .59  -.02  .10  -.04  -.15  .07  -.06  .08  .03  -.00  .01  -.06  .02 
04.  .55  .05  .01  -.06  -.01  -.00  -.10  .13  .02  .10  .24  -.10  .08 
05.  -.12  .56  .05  .08  -.10  .07  -.02  -.07  -.14  .14  -.01  .22  -.11 
06.  -.02  .85  .01  -.01  .05  -.00  .09  .07  .02  .04  .04  -.04  -.04 
07.  .02  .70  -.02  -.06  .00  -.08  -.04  .01  .12  -.02  -.09  .03  .04 
08.  -.02  -.05  .71  -.04  -.05  .14  .02  -.03  .05  -.05  .10  -.15  -.13 
09.  .07  .08  .53  .09  .04  -.20  -.02  -.01  .05  .08  .10  .03  .29 
10.  .09  .09  .56  -.11  .23  -.21  -.03  -.04  .07  .08  -.09  -.14  .10 
11.  .02  -.01  .55  -.04  -.06  -.21  .01  -.13  .08  -.09  -.03  .06  -.06 
12.  -.09  -.05  -.02  -.93  .04  .03  -.00  .07  .05  .02  -.02  .01  -.06 
13.  .00  .09  -.05  -.80  .04  -.13  -.07  .02  -.01  .05  -.05  -.04  .01 
14.  .13  .04  .05  -.73  .00  .04  .00  -.08  -.07  -.01  .07  -.06  .07 
15.  -.00  .10  -.02  .01  -.67  .02  -.03  -.09  .11  .08  .01  .00  -.04 
16.  .07  -.04  .04  -.10  -.50  -.16  -.00  .01  .01  .10  -.02  .10  -.16 
17.  .04  .03  .00  -.16  .03  -.50  -.04  -.70  .18  .09  -.03  -.01  -.02 
18.  .07  -.01  .03  .02  .04  -.50  .01  -.03  -.04  .17  .21  .03  -.08 
19.  .06  .03  .10  -.13  -.15  -.55  -.08  -.08  -.04  -.03  -.03  -.06  -.10 
20.  .29  .07  .00  -.06  -.07  .01  -.53  -.18  .05  -.08  -.16  -.10  -.07 
21.  .03  -.02  .06  -.09  .05  -.06  -.67  .03  -.08  .07  .07  .02  .06 
22.  -.07  -.08  -.07  .01  .09  .00  -.83  .00  .09  .08  .10  -.01  -.10 
23.  -.01  .03  .05  -.03  -.06  .05  -.73  .04  -.03  .02  .01  .15  -.02 
EV WIT  16.25  3.99  3.09  2.22  1.96  1.52  1.42  1.29  1.21  1.18  1.09  1.09  1.02 
PV WIT  27.5  6.8  5.2  3.8  3.3  2.6  2.4  2.2  2.1  2.0  1.9  1.8  .17 
EVIT  15.81  3.53  2.65  1.80  1.50  1.05  0.94  0.84  0.72  0.68  0.63  0.58  0.52 
PVIT  50.6  11.3  8.5  5.8  4.8  3.4  3.0  2.7  2.3  2.2  2.0  1.9  1.7 
EV WIT =   Eigen value without iterations. 
EV WIT =   Per cent of variance without iterations. 
EV IT     =   Eigen value with iterations. 
PV IT     =   Per cent of variance with iterations. 
* Scores of respondents on this factor were reverse coded for further use in order to compensate for negative salient loadings. 
u Unused factor due to high loading of only one item and other stands taken for using factor analytic results. 
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Exhibit 2: Standardized Cronbach's Alphas, Correlations among the Dimensions of Idealized Success, and 
Correlations of Idealized Success Dimensions with Other Variables  
  
Idealized   OS   OPS A  EWL     CL     IP    JPS      PA    WE    QTB QSMD QPM 
Success Dimensions and Other ^Variables 




Success    \ 
Dimensions \  
OS  1.00       -.06      .42     .40     .33 .46 .56 .34 .21  .20 .26  .05  .17 .30  4  .80  
OPSA  1.00      .06     .22     .19 .14 .13 -.10 -.00  -.06 -.00  .04  -.07 -.05  3  .78  
EWL  1.00     .30     .31 .50 .30 .16 .12  .24 .20  .13  .20 .34  4  .75  
CL  1.00     .31 .42 .37 .26 .14  .10 .17  .08  .05 .17  3  .86  
LP  1.00 .36 .36 .22 .23  .26 .17  .19  .16 .17  2  .66  
JPS   1.00 .36 .24 .08  .10 .20  .01  .10 .24  3  .70  
PA    1.00 .34 .32  .26 .28  .09  .19 .29  4  .83  
Note: The magnitudes of correlation coefficients for significance levels at p < .05 and p < .01 for df = 308 should be 
0.1118 and 0.1464 respectively. OS = Omnibus Success, OPSA = "Own People" Success Archetype, EWL = Excellent Work 
Life, CL = Comfortable Living, LP = Leadership and Power, JPS = Job Prestige and Stability, PA = Patriotism and Altruism, 
WE = Work Ethic, QTB = Quality through Team Building, QSMD = Quality through Self and Mutual Development, QPM 
= Quality through Productivity Management, I = Innovation, ECD = Effective Communication and Dealing, JP = Job 
Performance, p = probability level, df = degree of freedom. 





Idealized        OS               OPSA   EWL                     CL  LP                   JPS  PA  
Mean  16.93                   7.24   15.88                  11.20  7.75                 12.17  15.72  
Standard  Deviation      2.65                   3.11   2.78                   2.78  1.62                   2.16  2.92  
ANOVA Summary Table  
Source  SS  df  MS                       F   
Between People  5725.1 309  18.53  
 
 Within People   38096.92 1860  20.48   
 Between Success Type  28952.00 6  4825.33                 978.77**   
 Residual  9144.92 1854  4.93   
 Total  43822.02 2169    
**p<.01 
OS = Omnibus Success, OPSA = "Own People" Success Archetype, EWL = Excellent Work Life, CL = Comfortable Living, 
LP = Leadership and Power, JPS = Job Prestige and Stability, PA = Patriotism and Altruism, SS = Sum of Squares, df 
= degree of freedom, MS = Mean Square, F = F-coefficient resulting from computation of analysis of variance, **p = significant 
at probability level. 
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Exhibit 4: Multiple Regression Analysis Results Incorporating Work Ethic as the Criterion and Idealized 
Success Dimensions as the Predictors  
 
Variables  r  R  R2  Adjusted R2  Beta  b  Standard 
Error of b  
(1,305;  
OS  .34  .34  .12  .11  .14  .14  .06  40.26**  
PA  .34  .39  .15  .14  .22  .19  .05  26.71**  
OPSA   -.10  .40  .16  .15  -.15  -.12  .04  19.73**  
CL  .26  .42  .18  .17  .15  .13  .05  16.75**  
Constant       10.13    
ANOVA for  Regression    
Source   SS   df  MS  F   
Regression   347.87   4  86.9  16.75**  
 
 Residual   1583.38   305  5.1    
** p<.01 
OS = Omnibus Success, PA = Patriotism and Altruism, OPSA = "Own People" Success Archetype, CL = Comfortable Living, 
**p = significant at probability level. 
Exhibit 5: Multiple Regression Analysis Results Incorporating Quality through Team Building as the Criterion 
and Idealized Success Dimensions as the Predictors  
 
Variables  r                 R  R2            Adjusted R2  Beta  b  Standard 
Error of b  
(1,307)  
PA  .32              .32  .10                .10  .27  .27  .06  35.14**  
LP  .23              .34  .12                .11  .13  .24  .10  20.45**  
Constant     7.91    
 ANOVA for  Regression    
Source  SS  df  MS  F  
 
Regression  313.94  2  156.9  20.45**  
 
 Residual  2356.93  307  7.6    
** p<.01 
PA = Patriot ism and  Altruism,    LP = Leadership and Power,   **p = significant at probability level. 
Exhibit 6: Multiple Regression Analysis Results Incorporating Quality through Self and Mutual Development 
as the Criterion and Idealized Success Dimensions as the Predictors  
 
Variables  r  R  R2  Adjusted 
R2  
Beta  b  Standard 
Error of b  
(1,305)  
LP  .26  .26  .07  .06  .18  .22  .07  22.33**  
PA  .26  .32  .10  .09  .17  .12  .04  16.94**  
EWL  .24  .34  .12 .11  .14  .10  .04  13.52**  
OPSA   -.06  .36  .13 .12  -.12  -.08  .03  11.59**  
Constant       6.30    
   ANOVA for  Regression    
Source    SS  df  MS  F  
 
Regression    161.42  4  40.3  11.59**  
 
 Residual  1062.25  305  3.4    
** p<.01 
LP = Leadership and Power,   PA = Patriotism and Altru ism,   EWL = Excellent Work Life, OPSA = "Own People" Success 
Archetype,   **p = significant at probability level. 
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Exhibit 7: Multiple Regression Analysis Results Incorporating Quality through Productivity Management as 
the Criterion and Idealized Success Dimensions as the Predictors  
 
Variables  r                 R  R2            Adjusted R2  Beta  b  Standard 
Error of b  
(1,307)  
PA  .28               .28  .08                .08  .20  .20  .07  26.20**  
OS  .26               .31  .09                .09  .15  .17  .07  15.91**  
Constant      8.60    
 ANOVA for  Regression    
Source  SS  df  MS  F  
 
Regression  254.26  2  127.1  15.91**  
 
 Residual  2453.07  307  7.9    
** p<.01 
PA = Patriotism and  Altruism,   OS = Omnibus Success,    **p = significant at probability level. 
Exhibit 8: Multiple Regression Analysis Results Incorporating Innovation as the Criterion and Idealized 
Success Dimensions as the Predictors  
 
Variables   r                 R  R2            Adjusted              Beta R2  b  Standard                F(im> 
Error of b  
LP 
Constant   
.19               .19  .04                .03                    .19  .17 
5.39  
.05                     11.54**  
 ANOVA for Regression    




22.49                         1 





LP = Leadership and Power,    **p = significant at probability level. 
Exhibit 9: Multiple Regression Analysis Results Incorporating Effective Communication and Dealing as the 
Criterion and Idealized Success Dimensions as the Predictors  
 
Variables  r                 R  R2           Adjusted R2  Beta  b  Standard 
Error of b  
*~ (1.307)  
EWL  .20               .20  .04                .04  .16  .07  .03  12.83**  
PA  .19               .24  .06                .05  .14  .06  .03  9.55**  
Constant      4.99    
 A N O V A  f o r  Regression    
Source  SS  df  MS  F  
 
Regression  31.53  2  15.7  9.55**  
 
 Residual  506.87  307  1.6    
** p<.01 
EWL = Excellent Work Life,    PA = Patriotism and   Altruism,    **p = significant at probability level. 
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Exhibit 10: Multiple  Regression Analysis  Results Incorporating Job  Performance as the  Criterion and 
Ideal ized Success Dimensions as the Predictors  
 
Variables  r                 R  R2            Adjusted R2  Beta  b  Standard 
Error of b  
(1.307)  
EWL  .34               .34  .12.                 .11  .28  .12  .02  40.26**  
PA  .29               .39  .15                .15  .21  .09  .02  28.04**  
Constant     4.32    
 ANOVA for  Regression    
Source  SS  df  MS  F  
 
Regression  69.87  2  34.9  28.04**  
 
 Residual  382.54  307  1.2    
** p<.01 
EWL = Excellent Work Life,    PA = Patriotism and  Altruism, **p = significant at probability level. 
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